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trict of Virginia, at Roanoke. Sanuel G WIson, Chief District
Judge. (CA-96-903-R, CA-96-884-R)
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Before WLKINS, N EMEYER, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Ri chard Thomas Vescuso, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Ral ph Davis, OFFICE
OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRGNIA, Richnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Ri chard Thomas Vescuso appeals the district court’s orders in
hi s excessive force suit, granting judgnent as a matter of lawto
nost Defendants and entering the jury verdict in favor of the
remai ni ng Def endants. The record does not contain a transcript of
the trial. Vescuso has the burden of including in the record on
appeal atranscript of all parts of the proceedings material to the
i ssues raised on appeal. See Fed. R App. P. 10(b); 4th Cr. Local
R 10(c). Appellants proceeding on appeal in forna pauperis are
entitled to transcripts at governnent expense only in certain cir-
cunstances. See 28 U . S.C. 8§ 753(f) (1994). By failing to produce
a transcript or to qualify for the production of a transcript at
gover nment expense, Vescuso has waived review of the issues on
appeal which depend upon the transcript to show error. Powell v.

Estelle, 959 F.2d 22, 26 (5th Cr. 1992); Keller v. Prince George’s

Co., 827 F.2d 952, 954 n.1 (4th GCr. 1987). W have reviewed the
record before the court and the district court’s opinion granting
judgnment as a matter of law and find no reversible error. We
therefore affirmthe district court’s orders. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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